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Interview Summary 



Application No. 

09/805,840 



Examiner 

Maher M. Haddad 



Applicant(s) 

MUNDY ET AL 



Art Unit 



1644 



All participants (applicant, applicant's representative, PTO personnel): 



11) Maher M. Haddad 
(2) Christina Chan . 

Date of Interview: 13 October 2004. 



{3) Louis Myers . 
(4) Rolando Medina . 



Type: a) 



Telephonic b)n Video Conference 
Personal [copy given to: applicant 



2)0 applicant's representative] 



Exiiibit shown or demonstration conducted: d)n Yes 
If Yes, brief description: . 

Claim(s) discussed: . 



e)|Kl No. 



Identification of prior art discussed: 



Agreement with respect to the claims f)^ was reached. gM was not reached, h)^ N/A. 

fJl^nhf h""® °^ '"^k'®"^ '"'"'"^''"^ description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an agreement was 
reached, or any other comments: See Continuation Sheet ay>ce..iwu was 

(A fuller description, if necessary, and a copy of the amendments which the examiner agreed would render the claims 

ilZi^^' ' ^^^^^ "° ^°Py °^ amendments that wS Tender the 1^^^^^^^ 

allowable is available, a summary thereof must be attached.) 

THE FORMAL WRITTEN REPLY TO THE LAST OFFICE ACTION MUST INCLUDE THE SUBSTANCE OF THF 

o.wIk.^J.^^- ^^^^ ^^^^ ^^3.04). If a reply to the last Office action has a^eady been filed APP^^^ IS 

GIVEN ONE MONTH FROM THIS INTERVIEW DATE, OR THE MAILING DATE OF THIS INTFR^^^^^ 
FORM. WHICHEVER IS LATER. TO FILE A STATEMENT OF THE SUeiTANCE^^^^^^^ 
Summary of Record of Interview requirements on reverse side or on attached sheet. 



Examiner Note: You must sign this form unless it is an ^Wv UoJ^j^c^ 

Attachment to a signed Office action ir" . ^' ■ — 

I ^ Examiner s signature, if required 

U.S. Patent and Trademark Office ' ~ I 

PTOL^13 (Rev. 04-03) .nten,lew Summary 



Summary of Record of Interview Requirements 

Manual of Patent Examining Procedure (MPEP), Section 713.04. Substance of Interview Must be iVIade of Record 

Title 37 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) § 1.133 interviews 

any alleged oral promise, stipulation, or understanding in ?elal tfwNch^h^?s Creer^ent oTS' °" «««"«°" P^'d to 

incomp,et:ShTe^a,^ret^^^^ Sw! ^"'"'^^'^ °" ^^^^ '^^^^ --'^ - itself 

the e^r^^^:;':^^^^^^^^^^ -iew of record ir, the applicat^or, file, unless 

which bear directly on the question of patentability '-'y-<~y see ,nai sucn a record is made and to correct material inaccuracies 

inter^ew byTe'SThf aS^Lte"^^^^ dS^'^^Tc^T'''^ ' °' '^'^^"^ ''^^ ^^^--^d during me 

requirements for which inte^ew rec^rSnts othe^i^e pro^^^^^^^^^^^ procedural matters, directed solely to restriction 

out typographical errors or unreadable script in oSic^ac'ioTs f tSe are exdudecff^or^ fheS:!^^ Examining Procedure, or pointing 

substance Of an inte^^wi^^^^^^^^^^^ , E^JsrT^i^^^^Tse:.^^^^^ 

contents' s'eclionrt^eS the right hand portion of the file. aSed on the 
conclusion of the interview In the rase of a teTeTonP oSn .^^^^^^ "^""^.u '° '"^ ^PP''<=^"* 3«°^"«y °' asent) at the 

either ««th or prior to t^Lt oSLT™Sfon ?f adS^^^^^ *° !1« ^PP"«=^"''^ correspondence address 

drcumstances dictate, the Form should be -Had p^'^^S'^ft^fth^^er^^^^^^^ - if other 

The Form provides for recordation of the following Information; 

- Application Number (Series Code and Serial Number) 

- Name of applicant 

- Name of examiner 

- Date of interview 

- Type of interview (telephonic, video-conference, or personal) 

- Name of participant(s) (applicant, attorney or agent, examiner, other PTO personnel etc ) 

- An indication whether or not an exhibit was shown or a demonstration conducted ' 
~ An Identification of the specific prior art discussed 

- The s,9n.to, of 11,, examto *o tonduottd the intovfew (if Form is not an allacl,m«,l lo a signed CWe, aouonl 

Should b. "S^sjlTm Se^irs™ f"i*s™,s^ jrr'?"." ''r 

I) an Identification of the claims discussed, 

3) an identification of the specific prior art discussed 

^:^Zt:ZS^''^Z'Z;^'^:^±:T °' ' ""^'""^^ "^^"^^ '^"'^ ^-^-^ ^'-<^^ on the 

5) a ""efideritification of the general thrust of the principal arguments presented to the examiner 

SrSSrSSTf^^^^ -S"V .^tailed descnption of the arguments is not 

examiner can be understood in the context of the aDStionfilf nf^^^^^ , ^^Quments made to the 

6 a general indication of any other pertinent matters discussed and examiner.) 

' KaES: "''^"^ " °' '^^ -'-'^y <^-aibed In the Interview Summary Fom, completed by 

accurate. ^^^r^^.T^^^.^^lTi^l^^ '^the record is not cmpiete and 

Examiner to Check for Accuracy 

statement aS^trhrm?hT?ftr^^^ rc^u'i^e^'r etm' '^'t ' !^ ^^^-'"^^^ the 

paper recording the substance of the inte^w alon^Sh the S^^^^^ P'^^ '"^'^^t^"". "'"terview Record OK" on the 
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Continuation Sheet (PTOL-413) Application No. 09/805,840 



Continuation of Substance of Intei^iew including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Applicant points to example 3 of the ^525 patent and argues that the 
anti-VAL-4 antibody inhibited swelling by approximately 30% wherease the small organic molecule, oMePUPA-V, has 
no effect in a delayed type hyperersensitivity model, Applicant concluded that the antibody cannot subsititute the small 
organic molecule because in said model the small organic molecule show no efficacy while the antibody showed 
inhibition. Therefore, one ordinary skill in the art would not be motivated to substitute the small organic molecule with 
an antibody to VLA-4. The Examiner's position is that the ^525 patent claims are drawn to a method of treating MM with 
the small organic molecule, even thought the samll organic molecule has no efficacy in the delayed type 
hypersensitivity model. However, the antibody would always work, irrespective of whether the small organic molecule 
inhibits the delayed type hypersensitivity or not. 
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